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REMARKS 


Hie present response is to At Office Action mailed in die above-referenced case 
on November 14, 2007^ Claims 1 7-22 and 3 1 -36 are pending in the application* 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C 112 

Claims 32 and 3S are rejected under 3S U.S.C. 1 12, second parBgr^)h, as being indefinite 
for &iUng to particulaily point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which qyplicant 
regards as tihe invration. 

Examiner's rejection 

The redtation of daim 32 is vague and indefinite because when tald^ 
combinatiott of claims 31 and 32 together, it is unclear of how the limitation of "except 
for ... data packet" recited in claim 3 1 , lines 5-7 is to be earned out since there is now 
only one bad control word to deteonine becoming unsyndnomzed. Hiat is, how the 
synchronized datapacket can sqparate one bad control word? Similar problem exists for 
tfiB redtation of claim 35. 


Appficant^s response 

Applicant directs the Examiner's attention to ^licant's spedfication beginning 
on page 12, line 6 to page 1 3» line 7. Ibis portion clearly leaches the mbodiment 
indudingj *This prindple can be generalized, for example, by counting flic number of 
received bad control wordsu up to some fliieshold before transitioning fiom the synch 
state to the no_syndi state. In this way, the invention allows for a fester recovcary from 
transi mt data errors at the expense of a reduced sensitivity to a loss of synduonization. 

Using control words to confirm syndhronization according to flie present invention is 
consistent with their functional use in data transmission. In the prefenred embodiment, 
suitable control words defined by identical control charactos across eadi serial line axe 
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used as fcamiog indicators^ including (fiom Table 3): SOP (start of packet), EOP (end of 
packet), and ESOP («id and start of packet). These aUow condSnnation of link 
synduonizatton at tbe start and end of every packet received. The contcot cfaaraclers used 
in these oontrol words are not used for any otiher purposQ» so these control words also 
mable the detection of a loss of s>iichronization.*' 

AppUcant believes the specification is enabling and supports the limitation of 
daims 32 and 35. 

Merit rejecdon under 35 102(e) 

Claims 17-22 and 31-36 are rcrjected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being aotidpated 
by Hashemi et al. (US 6,064,679) hereinafter HaAoni, 

^ . Exami9ie^*$ loejectipn . , 

... Regarding claun? 1 7t22, Hasheai^i, as shown in figutre 3, teadies a method for 
wotd:6yndurpnization b^<mx the pliirality of word devices (300) connected by serial 
lines (310) comprising requesting ^chronization v/hm tihe word device (300) is 
inserted into the hub loop and performing the synchronization process so that the newly 
connected word device (300) can communicate with other word devices (300) in the hub 
loop. See also column 5, line 25 to column 7, line 7. 

Regarding claims 3 1-36, Hashemi also teaches detecting loss of word 
synchronization ^encvcr there are a numbesr of bad control words being received. See 
column 7, lines 7-14. 

AppUcant*s response 

Applicant presents claim 17 below: 
1 7. (Previously presented) A method for word synchronization between a plurality of 
word devices connected by a plurality of serial lines, conqirising the stq>s of: 

requesting synchronization fitnn a first device to a second device when the first 
device does not have sync hr o niz ation; 
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recesving a reqiiest for synchronizaticm at a first device from a second device, the 
first device then becoming synchionized; 

transmitting data from a fir$t device to a second device, ftie fixst device being 
synchronized, the first device having received from the second device a synchronization 
signal indicating Aat the second device is synchronized. 

It is clear to e^yplicant that the Examiner is tu>t understanding or giving 
patentable wdght to the clear limitatiom in qsplicant^s claims, bi the above rejection 
die Bxanrimr made absolutely no efifort to show where in the art ^licant's claimed 
elements and fbnctionality axe shown. The teaching ofHashemi provided by the 
Examiner above has absolutely no relation to applicant's daims. What part of Hashmi 
does the Examiner relate to the claimed first device? What part of Hashemi does the 
Examiner relate to the claimed second device? 

' The Examiner's broad reqitation of what Hashemi teadies and providing three 
r. columns of Hashemi's.specification isgro^lyiiisuifi 

case of anticipation. AppUcantr^pectfully requests the Exaininer give due diligence to 
this matter and adequately point out in the art where ^licant's claimed subject matter 
is tau^t. 

Applicant argues that Hashemi fails to teach synchronization between a first 
device and a second device, as claimed. Hashemi teaches that a hub port of the 
preferred embodiment provides a dock local to the hub. The local clock reduces end 
preferably eliminates the transfer of jitter in the signal transmitted to a node port. 
Hashemi acconqylishes tius by providing a hub port includiii(g amoothlt^ drcuits to 
synchronize data received fixmi the attadied node port to a local clock that is internal to 
the hub and common to all hub ports in ttie hub. Jitter transfer is preferably eliminated 
by transmitting data to an attached node port using an internal dock of the hub rather 
than a clodk signal recovered &om the data stream. An additional advantage provided by 
the synduonization of data firom a node ]>0Tt to a local clock is that a constant phase is 
maintained in the data stream of the hub. 
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Applicant fmls to see how the art of Hashemi and applicant's invention are 
related without adequate explanation fhmi the Examine. Applicant believes 
independent claims 17 and 3 1 are easily patentable ovear the art sod statm^ots provided 
by the Examiner. Claims 18'22 and 32-36 are patentable on their own merits, or at least 
as depended from a patentable daim. 

Applicant points out that this is the Sffh a^on where the Examiner asserts art 
wtnc^ continually fails in a consistent manner. Obviously, ihcrc is no prior art available 
as evidenced by the Examines continuous attempts. & is therefore respectfitUy requested 
that this application be reconsidered end that this case be passed quidcly to Iftfaere 
are any time extensions needed beyond any ext^on specifically requested with tfiis 
amendment* such extension oftime is hereby requested If there are any fees due beyond 
any fees paid with this am^idment, Butfaorization is given to deduct such fees fbom deposit^ 
account 50^534, . 

Respectfully submitted 
Angshuman Saha et al. 

By iSisaatA^J^gAl 

Donald It Boys 
Reg. No. 35,074 

Central Coast Patent AgMcy, Inc. 
3 Hangar Way. Suite D 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
831-768-1755 
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